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Sanctuary in the City of Brotherly Love: Probing the Effectiveness and Broader
Implications of Philadelphia’s Sanctuary City Policies
Abstract
Amidst the already fraught politics of immigration, “sanctuary” policies, whereby state and local law
enforcement agencies limit their cooperation with federal immigration enforcement authorities to varying
degrees, have emerged as a particularly contentious issue. This paper sifts past the political vitriol
surrounding the issue of “sanctuary” and uses original survey research in Philadelphia to answer a
straightforward question: Are these policies working? That is, are the city of Philadelphia’s sanctuary
policies actually building trust between its undocumented residents and local law enforcement, thereby
laying the groundwork for higher rates of crime reporting and safer communities? My results from a
survey (with a telling embedded treatment effect experiment) of undocumented Philadelphians indicates
that the city’s sanctuary policies are in fact serving their intended objectives. When coupled with the
recent debates in the state legislature surrounding the issue of “sanctuary,” my results beg difficult
questions regarding the development of American federalism and the proper division of authority
between states and municipalities.
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INTRODUCTION:
Background: A Divisive Issue—Full of Rhetoric, Bereft of Facts
In a FOX News interview with Bill O’Reilly aired on February 5, 2017,
President Donald Trump stated that sanctuary cities, jurisdictions in which local
law enforcement limits its cooperation with ICE in some way, most often by
refusing to honor ICE-issued civil detainer requests,166 “breed crime.”167 This anti
sanctuary cities statement from President Trump is not an anomaly; his
objections to sanctuary policies, as well as his blaming of these policies for
crime, were cornerstones of his immigration policy platform as a presidential
candidate.168 Throughout his presidency, Trump’s dislike of sanctuary policies
and his arguments that these policies “breed crime” have not subsided. On his
fifth day in office, he issued “Executive Order 13768: Enhancing Public Safety in
the Interior of the United States.”169 Ordering that all federal funds be withheld
from sanctuary jurisdictions,170 Trump noted that sanctuary jurisdictions “have
caused immeasurable harm to the American people and to the very fabric of our
Republic.”171 Trump’s explicit linking of sanctuary policies with increased crime
and danger has been echoed by Republican members of Congress. In June of

166

The specifics of sanctuary policies vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. That being said, all sanctuary jurisdictions
limit their cooperation with ICE in some form. See Cristobal Ramón and Raven Quesenberry, “Police, Jails, and
Immigrants,” Bipartisan Policy Center. February 2018. https://bipartisanpolicy.org/wpcontent/uploads/2018/02/BPCImmigration-Local-Law-Enforcement.pdf. ICE defines sanctuary policies slightly more narrowly, including only those
localities that do not honor the agency’s 48-hour civil detainer requests. See Gene Demby, “Why Sanctuary Cities
Are Safer,” NPR. 29 January 2017. https://www.npr.org/sections/codeswitch/2017/01/29/512002076/why-sanctuarycities-are-safer
167
Allison Graves, “Fact-Checking Donald Trump’s Super Bowl Interview,” Politifact. 5 February 2017.
https://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/article/2017/feb/05/fact-checking-donald-trumps-interview-bill-oreilly/.
168
See Table 1, which documents just a few of Trump’s many linkages of sanctuary policies and crime during the
2016 campaign. In an immigration address in Phoenix, AZ on August 31, 2016, for example, Trump reiterated the
perceived connection between sanctuary policies and crime, declaring that “We will end the sanctuary cities that have
resulted in so many needless deaths.” See “Transcript of Donald Trump’s Immigration Speech,” New York Times. 1
September 2016. https://www.nytimes.com/2016/09/02/us/politics/transcript-trump-immigrationspeech.html.
169
Exec. Order. No. 13768, 82 Fed. Reg. 8799 (January 25, 2017), https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-201701-30/pdf/2017-02102.pdf.
170
See Section 9(a) of E.O. 13768.
171
Section 1 of E.O. 13768.
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2016, for example, Republican Senator Pat Toomey of Pennsylvania introduced
a bill entitled the “Stop Dangerous Sanctuary Cities Act.”172
While President Trump and much of the GOP frame sanctuary policies as
being pro-crime and anti-American, many local officials in jurisdictions who have
adopted such policies defend them as being anti-crime and pro-American. For
example, Philadelphia Mayor Jim Kenney positions his city’s sanctuary policies
as being part of America’s tradition as a “nation of immigrants,” responding to
President Trump’s claims by stating that “immigrants built our beautiful
country.”173 Mayor Kenney also contends that, rather than “breeding crime,” his
city’s sanctuary status fosters safer communities and better public safety
outcomes. He argues, “You cannot police effectively when the citizens are afraid
of police. If we don’t break those barriers here [via sanctuary policies of noncooperation with ICE], you’re never going to make cities safe.”174 A year later, in
response to a direct attack from Attorney General Jeff Sessions on Philadelphia’s
sanctuary status,175 Mayor Kenney doubled down on his defense, saying, “If
victims and witnesses of crimes don’t report those crimes to the police because
they fear deportation, that allows the real bad guys to stay on the streets.”176

172

“Toomey Introduces Bill to Stop Dangerous Sanctuary City Policies,” U.S. Senator Pat Toomey. 27 June 2016.
https://www.toomey.senate.gov/?p=news&id=1774.
173
James Kenney. Twitter Post. July 4, 2018, 12:03 PM.
https://twitter.com/phillymayor/status/1014585464144252931?lang=en. In fact, Kenney publicly took issue with the
decision of the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) in March of 2018 to remove the phrase “nation of
immigrants” from its mission statement. See Mike DeNardo, “Mayor Kenney Responds After ‘Nation Of Immigrants’
Phrase Removed From USCIS Mission Statement,” CBS Philly. 16 March 2018.
https://philadelphia.cbslocal.com/2018/03/16/mayor-kenney-nation-of-immigrants-change/.
174
Ryan Briggs, “In PA’s Largest Sanctuary City, Mayor Kenney Speaks on Immigration,” City & State. 25 July 2016.
https://www.cityandstatepa.com/content/pas-largest-sanctuary-city-mayor-kenney-speaks-immigration.
175
Aubrey Whelan and Mari A. Schaefer, “Sessions, in Phila. Visit, Talks about Policies,” Philadelphia Inquirer. 23
July 2017. https://search.proquest.com/docview/1988964018?accountid=13314.
176
Kenney’s July 2017 response is cited in Jim Irby, “Sanctuary Cities 101: Why They Matter and How Philly Came
to Be One,” Generocity. 7 December 2017. https://generocity.org/philly/2017/12/07/sanctuary-cities-101- philadelphiatimeline-immigration/.
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This brief overview of President Trump’s and Mayor Kenney’s rhetoric
surrounding sanctuary policies demonstrates that even in a divisive age of
American politics, sanctuary policies stand out as a particularly charged issue.
While one side pits sanctuary policies against the safety and values of the
American people, the other side regards such policies as a core part of America’s
pro-immigrant identity and as an effective, pragmatic way of keeping
communities safer. Indeed, these deep-set divisions surrounding sanctuary
policies have taken root in the context of an already discordant realm of public
policy—immigration.177

Research Question, Thesis, and Outline of the Paper—Probing the Effectiveness
of Sanctuary Policies
This paper moves beyond the political rhetoric and divisiveness inherent
within the sanctuary cities debate and asks: Are sanctuary policies working as
intended? That is, are sanctuary policies fostering trust between local police and
undocumented immigrant communities? To answer this question, I first
contextualize sanctuary policies by outlining the national divisiveness and
gridlock on immigration that has given rise to state- and local-level immigrationrelated legislation. Then, having outlined the relevant empirical literature on the
linkages between sanctuary policies and crime, I conclude that these policies do
not increase crime as their opponents claim. I proceed to build on this research
by probing the specific causal mechanism put forth by sanctuary jurisdictions in
defense of their policies: that their sanctuary policies encourage undocumented
residents to report crimes, appear in court as witnesses, and cooperate with law

177

See Section 1 below. See also Joel Rose, “Immigration Poll Finds Deep Divide over Trump’s Agenda,” NPR. 16
July 2018. https://www.npr.org/2018/07/16/628849355/immigration-poll-finds-deep-divide-over-trumps-agenda.
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enforcement.178 They contend that by building trust between immigrant
communities and local law enforcement, sanctuary policies align with established
community policing techniques and further the cause of public safety.179 To test
these claims, I analyze the results from an original survey of 68 undocumented
immigrants living in the sanctuary city of Philadelphia. The survey gauges
undocumented immigrant respondents’ awareness of the city’s sanctuary
policies, as well as whether these policies do in fact encourage more crime
reporting and foster trust between them and local law enforcement. To
supplement my survey results, I include findings from individual interviews with
two Philadelphian undocumented immigrants. My interview and survey results
provide rather strong support to the claims of Philadelphia city officials. Based off
my results, although there is room for improvement Philadelphia’s undocumented
residents are rather comfortable reporting crimes and testifying at court trials as a
result of the city’s sanctuary policies.
Despite the small survey sample size and other limitations discussed in
more detail at the outset of Section 3, my research constitutes a very important
first step in filling in the surprisingly large gap in the existing literature regarding
sanctuary policies. By looking deeper than macro-level data comparing crime
rates in sanctuary vs. non-sanctuary jurisdictions, I probe whether these policies
are working on the ground as intended and in what ways they are coming up
short in a specific jurisdiction. If my process is replicated in other sanctuary
jurisdictions, scholars and the public can better understand (1) to what extent
sanctuary policies are functioning as intended in different settings and (2) which

178

See, for example, Huyen Pham, “The Constitutional Right Not to Cooperate? Local Sovereignty and the Federal
Immigration Power,” U. Cinn. L. Rev. 74 (2006): 1399.
179
Orde F. Kittrie, “Federalism, Deportation and Crime Victims Afraid to Call the Police,” Iowa Law Review 91 (2006):
1476-1477.
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sanctuary jurisdictions’ particular strategies and polices are proving most
effective in increasing trust and cooperation between undocumented immigrant
communities and local law enforcement.

Broader Significance—Discovering a 21st -Century Federalist Politics
The final portion of the paper maintains its focus on the case study of
Philadelphia by reviewing the challenges, from both the federal and state
governments, to the city’s sanctuary status. Having done so, I close by arguing
that these sanctuary policies, including the legal battles they have catalyzed,
have broader significance beyond the realm of immigration. I argue that to
adequately realize the Framers’ objectives for American federalism, localities
must replace the states as the principal governing units of subnational politics.
This admittedly heterodox argument is only introduced in the paper’s final section
and does not address the numerous counter arguments and questions to which it
gives rise, but it hopes to serve as a starting point for future research and
discussion.
SECTION 1: Immigration’s National Divisiveness—The Background for
Sanctuary Policies
This section outlines the increasing partisan polarization regarding
immigration policy and the resultant failures of the federal government to pass
immigration reform in recent years. This federal inaction has provided a policy
opening in which states and localities have increasingly passed their own
immigration-related legislation, including sanctuary policies. Thus, this section
contextualizes sanctuary policies as a single segment of a growing trend of stateand local-level immigration-related legislative action amidst sustained federal
inaction.
104

Increasing Divisiveness Regarding Immigration on the National Stage
The divergence of views on immigration between Republican-leaning
voters and Democraticleaning voters has widened greatly in recent years, as
demonstrated by recent Pew Research Center studies. For example, in 1994,
30% of Republicans and 32% of Democrats agreed that immigrants strengthened
the United States. By the summer of 2017, this 2% difference had widened to a
42% difference, with 84% of Democrats and 42% of Republicans believing that
immigrants strengthened the United States.180 These percentages are
representative of findings from Pew’s subsequent immigration report in June of
2018, in which Democratic-leaning voters progressively shifted to much more pro
immigrant stances compared to prior years, while GOP-leaning voters’ opinions
remained rather static.181
The intensifying gridlock and partisanship over immigration in Congress
mirrors the electorate’s increasingly divergent views on the issue. As Marisa
Abrajano and Zoltan Hajnal point out, having experienced few divisions on
immigration policy through the early 1990s, Congressional immigration votes
demonstrate an “increasingly stark contrast” between Republican and
Democratic politicians.182 Unsurprisingly, Republican and Democratic politicians’

180

“The Partisan Divide on Political Values Grows Even Wider,” Pew Research Center. 5 October 2017.
http://www.people-press.org/2017/10/05/the-partisan-divide-on-political-values-grows-even-wider/.
181
“Shifting Public Views on Legal Immigration into the U.S.,” Pew Research Center. 28 June 2018.
http://www.people-press.org/2018/06/28/shifting-public-views-on-legal-immigration-into-the-u-s/.
182
Marisa Abrajano and Zoltan Hajnal, White Backlash: Immigration, Race, and American Politics (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2015), 39-40. See also James G. Gimpel, “From Consensus to Controversy: The
Congressional Politics of U.S. Immigration Policy,” (Paper presented at the Murphy Institute Conference on the
Political Economy of Migration, Tulane University, New Orleans, Louisiana, March 23-24, 2000). Gimpel traces the
roots of the growing immigration gridlock and polarization to the early 1980s.
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interest group ratings regarding their immigration stances have diverged as
well.183
Such divisions are also apparent on the presidential level. Speaking at a
town hall in Amana, Iowa on November 6, 2007, then-Senator and presidential
candidate Hillary Clinton (D-NY) outlined her proposals for comprehensive
immigration reform. “First, you’ve got to toughen border security. You can’t
continue to have open borders.” Clinton would go on to refer to the need to
“prevent people from coming into our country illegally” as “priority one.”184
Clinton’s Senate seat was filled by Kirsten Gillibrand in 2009. Today, Gillibrand is
running for the 2020 Democratic presidential nomination. This past summer, in
the run-up to her presidential campaign, Gillibrand called for the abolishment of
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE).185 Top Republicans have also
shifted away from the ideological center on immigration. In an address to the
nation in May of 2006, President George W. Bush affirmed that “We are a nation
of laws, and we must enforce our laws. We’re also a nation of immigrants, and
we must uphold that tradition, which has strengthened our country in so many
ways.” Bush would also state in his address that “the vast majority of illegal
immigrants are decent people who work hard, support their families, practice
their faith, and lead responsible lives.”186 The current GOP-standard bearer,
President Donald Trump, has carried the party towards a more anti-immigrant

183

Abrajano and Hajnal, 40-41.
“Hillary Clinton on Immigration,” New York Times video. 6 November 2007.
https://www.nytimes.com/video/us/politics/1194817098972/hillary-clinton-on-immigration.html.
185
Emily Cochrane, “Trump Attacks Democrats on Calls to Abolish ICE,” New York Times. 1 July 2018.
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/01/us/politics/trump-interview-ice-trade-nafta.html. The changes in immigration
rhetoric and stances between Clinton and Gillibrand have also been reflected in the Democrat Party’s changing
immigration platform over the years. See Peter Beinart, “How the Democrats Lost their Way on Immigration,” The
Atlantic. July/August 2017. https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2017/07/the-democratsimmigrationmistake/528678/.
186
“Bush’s Speech on Immigration,” New York Times. 15 May 2006.
https://www.nytimes.com/2006/05/15/washington/15text-bush.html.
184
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stance. To cite one example, then-candidate Trump responded to the mass
shooting by Omar Mateen (a U.S. citizen born in New York and raised in Florida)
at Orlando’s Pulse NightClub in June of 2016 by saying, “We cannot continue to
allow thousands upon thousands of people to pour into our country, many of
whom have the same thought process as this savage killer.”187

The Resultant Federal Government Gridlock and Room for State and Local
Action
In light of these increasingly divergent views on immigration at the
national level, it is unsurprising that the federal government has found little room
to compromise on reform efforts of the oft-referred to “broken” immigration
system, thereby laying the groundwork for consistent federal inaction in the realm
of immigration policy.188 Since the 1996 passage of the Illegal Immigration
Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA), Congress has repeatedly
failed to pass comprehensive immigration reform. Reform attempts throughout
the 2000s have consistently been stymied by one of the houses of Congress,189
and the proposal of some bills, like the 2005-2006 Border Protection,
AntiTerrorism and Illegal Immigration Control Act, have catalyzed massive
protest movements in opposition.190

187

Dara Lind, “‘Immigrants Are Coming over the Border to Kill You’ Is the Only Speech Trump Knows How to Give,”
Vox. 9 January 2019. https://www.vox.com/2019/1/8/18174782/trump-speech-immigration-border.
188
In a recent Op-Ed, Reps. Peter King (R-NY) and Tom Suozzi (D-NY) reference “the inaction of [the] federal
government on comprehensive immigration reform and border security.” See Peter King and Tom Suozzi, “A Grand
Compromise on Immigration,” New York Times. 24 March 2019.
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/03/24/opinion/agrand-compromise-on-immigration.html.
189
Amidst the 2005-2006 efforts at immigration reform, for example, the House-passed Sensenbrenner-King bill
failed in the Senate, while the Senate-passed McCain-Kennedy bill failed in the House. McCain’s 2013 efforts at
immigration reform as part of the “Gang of Eight” resulted in a successful Senate bill, but once again failed in the
House.
190
Daniel González and Dan Nowicki, “How We Got Here: The Many Attempts to Reform Immigration, Secure the
Border,” USA Today. 14 March 2016. https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/elections/2016/03/14/how-wegothere-many-attempts-reform-immigration-secure-border/81658870/.
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Such “inertia at the federal level” has provided the context in which states
and localities increasingly “implement policy innovations and controls” in the
immigration policy sphere.191 As the graph below created from data gathered by
the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) demonstrates, there has
been a tremendous increase in state-level legislation and resolutions pertaining
to immigration between 2005 and 2018.192

State governments are not alone in getting more involved with
immigration policy; as of 2018, “nearly 370 local governments [had] drafted or
carried out immigration and immigrant-related policies, mostly since 2005.”193
Indeed, local governments have come to play a “central role” in the rise of non-

191

Alexandra Filindra and Daniel J. Tichenor, “Beyond Myths of Federal Exclusivity: Regulating Immigration and
Noncitizens in the States,” (Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association,
Boston, MA, August 28-31, 2008), 3. See also Pratheepan Gulasekaram and S. Karthick Ramakrishnan, The New
Immigration Federalism (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 5, 8.
192
See also Table 2 in the Appendix. My state immigration legislation is limited to data from 2005 onwards since the
NCSL “did not even bother tracking” state immigration-related legislation prior to 2005 due to the infrequency of such
legislation. See Gulasekaram and Ramakrishnan, 6.
193
Xi Huang and Cathy Yang Liu, “Welcoming Cities: Immigration Policy at the Local Government Level,” Urban
Affairs Review 54, no. 1 (2018): 4
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federal government immigration policy.194 While the content of these state and
local laws—pro-immigrant or nonimmigrant, to put it crassly—is primarily a factor
of that jurisdiction’s political orientation,195 the above described federal gridlock
and inaction on immigration has provided a rationale and an opening for the
passage of such laws.
These state and local government immigration-related policies are often
designed to assist the federal government’s immigration enforcement efforts.196
Especially in the wake of the 9/11 terrorist attacks,197 which tightened the link
between the issues of national security and immigration,198 the federal
government has often sought such cooperation. Indeed, then-Attorney General
John Ashcroft openly invited “local police to enforce immigration laws as part of
‘our narrow anti-terrorism mission.’”199 In the realm of law enforcement, many
states and localities have increased their cooperation with ICE’s immigration
enforcement efforts via 287(g) agreements.200 Under these agreements, state
and local law enforcement agencies voluntarily receive training and delegated
authority from ICE to help enforce immigration law. 201 The number of 287(g)

194

Monica W. Varsanyi, Paul G. Lewis, Doris M., and Scott Decker, “A Multi-layered Jurisdictional Patchwork:
Immigration Federalism in the United States,” Law & Policy 34, no. 2 (2012): 143
195
Gulasekaram and Ramakrishnan, 73-86.
196
For a narrative of the rise of these state-level pro-enforcement policies, see chapter 3 of Gulasekaram and
Ramakrishnan.
197
Pham, 1374, 1386.
198
Clare Huntington, “The Constitutional Dimension of Immigration Federalism,” Vanderbilt Law Review 61 (2008):
806.
199
Pham, 1374.
200
“The name ‘287(g)’ refers to section 287(g) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. sec. 1357[g]), the
federal statute that authorizes the attorney general to enter into these agreements.” See Thomas J. Miles and Adam
B. Cox, “Does Immigration Enforcement Reduce Crime? Evidence from Secure Communities,” The Journal of Law
and Economics 57, no. 4 (2014): 947
201
These 287(g) agreements fit into a broader pattern in which “national law…creates space for state activity by
allowing but not mandating state action.” See Una Newton and Brian E. Adams, “State Immigration Policies:
Innovation, Cooperation or Conflict?” Publius 39, no. 3 (2009): 424. For a discussion of the harmful effects that 287(g)
agreements can have on community policing efforts, see Danyelle Solomon, Tom Jawetz, and Sanam Malik, “The
Negative Consequences of Entangling Local Policing and Immigration Enforcement,” Center for American Progress.
21 March 2017. https://cdn.americanprogress.org/content/uploads/2017/03/20140134/LawEnforcementSanctuarybrief.pdf
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relationships has markedly increased in recent years. Currently, 78 law
enforcement agencies in 20 states have entered Memorandums of Agreement
(MOAs) with ICE to assist in the enforcement of federal immigration law via
287(g).202 This marks a clear increase from 2007, for example, when only 33
state and local law enforcement agencies in 14 states had entered MOAs with
ICE.203
Enhanced state and local cooperation with federal immigration
enforcement authorities does not tell the whole story of the increasingly assertive
role of states and localities in the realm of immigration policy. With respect to law
enforcement in particular, sanctuary jurisdictions are ones that have adopted a
more pro-undocumented immigrant, anti-federal enforcement stance.204 Just as
the number of jurisdictions actively assisting federal immigration enforcement
efforts has been on the rise in the form of 287(g) agreements, the number of
sanctuary jurisdictions has rapidly risen throughout the 2000s. In 2006, for
example, two states and thirty-two cities and counties qualified as sanctuary
jurisdictions.205 By 2017, these numbers had grown substantially, as five states
and 633 counties qualified as sanctuary jurisdictions.206
Thus, rather than arising from out of nowhere,207 the rise of sanctuary
policies is part of a larger trend of increased state and local action—sometimes

202

“Delegation of Immigration Authority Section 287(g) Immigration and Nationality Act,” ICE. 10 August 2018.
https://www.ice.gov/287g.
203
See page 26 of “ICE Fiscal Year 2007 Annual Report,” ICE.
http://www.ailadownloads.org/advo/ICEFY2007AnnualReport.pdf.
204
Huntington, 801-804.
205
See Page 26 of Lisa M. Seghetti and Stephen R. Vina, “Enforcing Immigration Law: The Role of State and Local
Law Enforcement,” Congressional Research Service. 14 August 2006.
http://www.ilw.com/immigrationdaily/news/2006,0912-crs.pdf.
206
See Jasmine C. Lee, Rudy Omri, and Julia Preston, “What Are Sanctuary Cities?” New York Times. 6 February
2017. https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/09/02/us/sanctuary-cities.html.
207
In fact, sanctuary policies have historical roots dating back to the faith-based sanctuary movement of the 1980s.
See Renny Golden and Michael MacConnell, Sanctuary: The New Underground Railroad. (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis
Books, 1986).
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pro-enhanced federal enforcement, sometimes anti-enhanced federal
enforcement—in the realm of immigration policy. Having contextualized
sanctuary policies, I now turn to the question of whether they abet or fight crime.
SECTION 2: Sanctuary Cities—Breeding Crime?
In reviewing the relevant literature on sanctuary policies and crime rates,
it is essential to first point out whether sanctuary policies attract more
undocumented immigrants, as well as whether greater concentrations of
undocumented immigrants increase crime rates. A brief review of the literature
makes clear that (1) sanctuary policies do not attract increases in the number of
undocumented residents within a given jurisdiction, and (2) increased
concentrations of undocumented immigrants do not result in higher crime rates in
the first place. Thus, neither of the two premises needed to prove the claim that
sanctuary policies increase crime—that such policies attract more undocumented
immigrants who, in turn, commit more crime—hold true.208 Unsurprisingly, then,
recent studies that isolate the causal effects of sanctuary policies on crime rates
definitively refute the contention that sanctuary policies increase crime rates.

Literature Review—Sanctuary Policies Do Not Attract Undocumented
Immigrants, and Undocumented Immigration Does Not Increase Crime
Despite anecdotal evidence that pro-immigrant sanctuary policies attract
inflows of undocumented migrants,209 the empirical literature finds that a
jurisdiction’s adoption of a sanctuary policy does not result in a higher
concentration of undocumented immigrants there. For example, a 2019 Urban

208

For more on these two premises having to hold if sanctuary cities did in fact increase crime rates, see Benjamin
González, Loren Collingwood, and Stephen Omar El-Khatib, “The Politics of Refuge: Sanctuary Cities, Crime, and
Undocumented Immigration,” Urban Affairs Review 55, no.1 (2019): 6.
209
See Huntington, 832, for example.
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Affairs Review study notes “no difference in noncitizen Latino immigration rates”
between sanctuary and non-sanctuary jurisdictions with comparable
demographic characteristics. This indicates “that sanctuary [policies] in and of
themselves do not attract undocumented immigrants.”210 Moreover, rather than
increasing crime, existing studies find a negative correlation between
undocumented immigration and crime. While the accusations that influxes of
undocumented immigrants increase crime are frequent211 and not without
historical precedent,212 recent studies indicate that they are without factual basis.
For example, Michael T. Light and Ty Miller’s 2018 longitudinal analysis of the
relationship between violent crime and undocumented immigration finds that
“Increased concentrations of undocumented immigrants [within states and
localities] are associated with statistically significant decreases in violent
crime.”213 Ensuring that this is not a spurious relationship, Light and Miller’s
finding of the negative relationship between undocumented immigration and
violent crime holds true including when controlling for relevant independent
variables.214 Finally, with the help of data from the National Crime Victimization
Survey (NCVS),215 Light and Miller demonstrate that their conclusions are not a

210

González, et al., 20-21. See also Christopher J. Lyons, Maria B. Ve’lez, and Wayne A. Santoro, “Neighborhood
Immigration, Violence, and City-Level Immigrant Political Opportunities,” American Sociological Review 78, no. 4
(2013): 615. It is also worth noting here that Ms. Mary Chicorelli, the executive director of Equal Access Legal
Services (a non-profit immigration law firm in Philadelphia), told me during a January 14, 2019 phone interview that in
her experience, she sees undocumented immigrants in Pennsylvania primarily migrating to where work opportunities
are abundant, not where the political climate is most welcoming.
211
“Indeed, the presumptive link between unauthorized immigration and violent crime has become a core assertion in
the anti-immigration narrative in public, political, and media discourse.” Michael T. Light and Ty Miller, “Does
Undocumented Immigration Increase Violent Crime?” Criminology 56 (2018): 372. See also Leo R. Chavez, The
Latino Threat: Constructing Immigrants, Citizens, and the Nation (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 2008)
212
Miles and Cox, 937-938.
213
Light and Miller, 384.
214
See Light and Miller, 381-383. Light and Miller also distinguish between the independent negative effects on crime
rates from lawful and undocumented immigration, respectively (384).
215
Due to its Spanish language options, its 86% Latino response rate, and its asking respondents about both crimes
reported to the police and those not reported to the police, the NCVS was especially helpful for Light and Miller in
ensuring that their statistics were not merely demonstrating crime under-reporting in Latino communities (391), a
chronic problems that sanctuary policies seek to address. For more on such under-reporting, see Nik Theodore,
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mere reflection of undocumented individuals’ under-reporting of crime216 or the
migration of undocumented individuals away from crimeridden areas.217 In
addition to lower rates of violent crime, scholars have found that increased
undocumented immigration has a statistically significant relationship with
decreases in DUI arrests, drug arrests, and drug-related deaths.218
Thus, the literature directly refutes claims that undocumented immigrants
are “bringing crime” to the country,219 as well as the notion that sanctuary policies
attract undocumented immigrants. Prior to surveying the literature on sanctuary
policies’ effects on crime rates, then, the connection between such policies and
increased crime rates already seems quite tenuous.

Literature Review—Sanctuary City Policies Do Not Increase Crime
Studies on the relationship between sanctuary policies and crime
rates conclude that sanctuary policies either lower crime rates or have no
effect on them. As such, the evidence directly disputes claims that such
policies increase crime.
In a 2017 study, Tom K. Wong of the University of California, San Diego
matched sanctuary jurisdictions220 with comparable non-sanctuary jurisdictions

“Insecure Communities: Latino Perceptions of Police Involvement in Immigration Enforcement,” Policy Link. May
2013. http://www.policylink.org/sites/default/files/INSECURE_COMMUNITIES_REPORT_FINAL.PDF.
216
Light and Miller, 392.
217
Light and Miller also demonstrate that the decreases in crime resulting from increases in undocumented
immigrant concentration are not the results of immigrants avoiding criminal-prone areas. Indeed, inflows of
undocumented immigrants into a locality result in decreases in homicide, robbery, assault, and rape. 70% of these
decreases are statistically significant (14 out of 20). See Light and Miller, 390. It is worth noting that Light and Miller’s
findings are echoed in the context of a specific state (Texas). See Alex Nowraseth, “Criminal Immigrants in Texas,”
Cato Institute. 26 February 2018. https://object.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/pubs/pdf/irpb-4-updated.pdf
218
Michael T. Light, Ty Miller, and B.C. Kelly, “Undocumented Immigration, Drug Problems, and Driving under the
Influence in the United States, 1990–2014,” American Journal of Public Health 107, no. 9 (2017): 1448-1454
219
Donald J. Trump, “Remarks Announcing Candidacy for President in New York City,” The American Presidency
Project. 16 June 2015. https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/node/310310.
220
Wong defines sanctuary jurisdictions narrowly, only including “counties that ICE has identified as not willing to
accept detainers.” See Tom K. Wong, “The Effects of Sanctuary Policies on Crime and the Economy,” Center for
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using coarsened exact matching (CEM).221 Wong controlled for key independent
variables in order to isolate the effects of sanctuary policies on crime rates.222 He
found that when matched to comparable non-sanctuary jurisdictions and when
population characteristics are controlled for, sanctuary jurisdictions experience
35.5 fewer crimes per 10,000 people compared to non-sanctuary jurisdictions
overall.223 Moreover, “large central metro sanctuary counties'' experience 65.4
fewer crimes per 10,000 people than large central metro non-sanctuary
counties.224 These findings provide strong analytical support to arguments made
by sanctuary city politicians and law enforcement officials—that their sanctuary
policies foster immigrant trust of local police, thus leading to enhanced crime
reporting, reduced crime rates, and safer communities.225
González, Collingswood, and El-Khatib echo Wong’s findings that
sanctuary policies do not increase crime rates. Following passage of sanctuary
policies, cities show no statistically significant change in the prevalence of violent
crime,226 property crime,227 or rape.228 Also, when compared to non-sanctuary
jurisdictions with similar demographic characteristics, sanctuary cities experience
no statistically significant difference in crime rates.229 Therefore, while Wong

American Progress. 26 January 2017.
https://cdn.americanprogress.org/content/uploads/2017/01/25131646/SanctuaryJurisdictions-report.pdf.
221
Wong, “The Effects of Sanctuary Policies on Crime and the Economy,” 5.
222
Ibid.
223
This difference is statistically significant. See Wong, “The Effects of Sanctuary Policies on Crime and the
Economy,” 6.
224
Ibid.
225
See, for example, the summary of Philadelphia Police Commissioner Richard Ross’ testimony in Judge Michael
Baylson, “Memorandum re: Motion for Preliminary Injunction,” City of Philadelphia v. Jefferson Beauregard Sessions,
III, 24-25. http://www.paed.uscourts.gov/documents/opinions/18D0391P.pdf. See also police chiefs’ opposition to
federal efforts to mandate that local police assist federal immigration enforcement. “Major Cities Chiefs Association
Immigration Position,” October 2011. https://majorcitieschiefs.com/pdf/news/immigration_position112811.pdf.
226
González, et al., 21.
227
González, et al., 23-24.
228
González, et al., 25-26.
229
González, et al., 30.
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concludes that sanctuary cities reduce crime due to their trust-building, crimereporting, and crime-deterring effects, González et al. find no difference in
sanctuary vs. non-sanctuary city crime rates.230 Thus, the literature clearly refutes
the assertion that sanctuary cities induce crime, and it lends varying degrees of
support to claims that sanctuary policies are helpful tools for reducing crime.
Wong has begun the work of supplementing these macro-data studies of
sanctuary policies’ relation to crime with a focus on how sanctuary policies may
function on the ground. In April of 2018, he conducted a telephone survey of a
random sample of San Diego’s undocumented immigrant population, asking
respondents how their trust of the San Diego Police (SDP) would be affected if
the SDP did or did not assist ICE in conducting deportation raids. Since
respondents presented with the hypothetical of SDP not cooperating with ICE
exhibited much greater trust of and willingness to cooperate with the SDP
compared to those presented with the opposite hypothetical (the SDP
cooperating with ICE), Wong concludes that his study demonstrates “the chilling
effects of having local law enforcement agencies do the work of federal
immigration enforcement.”231
The fact that Wong had to phrase his questions as hypotheticals to San
Diego’s undocumented population due to the city authorities’ ambivalence
regarding California’s state sanctuary status clearly leaves gaps to be filled in.232
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The authors note that their differences with Wong’s findings (no effect on crime vs. decrease in crime) may stem
from their focus on city-level, as opposed to county-level, data, as well as their use of multivariate regression, unlike
Wong. See González, et al., 5.
231
Tom K. Wong, “Sanctuary Cities Don’t ‘Breed Crime.’ They Encourage People to Report Crime,” Washington
Post. 24 April 2018. https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2018/04/24/sanctuary-cities-dontbreedcrime-they-encourage-people-to-report-crime/?utm_term=.a6f230824803.
232
This is not a critique of Wong, as he had no choice to frame his questions as hypotheticals. Although within the
sanctuary state of California, San Diego joined the Trump administration’s legal challenge to the state’s sanctuary
status in April of 2018. Thus, the city’s public pushback against sanctuary policies casts doubt on the notion that it
was attempting to vigorously defend and enforce its sanctuary policies like cities such as Philadelphia. See page 73
of Randy Capps, Muzaffar Chishti, Julia Gelatt, Jessica Bolter, and Ariel G. Ruiz Soto, “Revving up the Deportation
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Such hypotheticals fail to gauge how aware undocumented immigrants living in
actual sanctuary cities are of the sanctuary policies in place within their cities of
residence. If undocumented immigrants are largely unaware of sanctuary
policies, then it is hard for local sanctuary jurisdictions to convincingly claim that
these policies foster trust between the immigrant communities and law
enforcement. How could this be if the immigrants are not even aware of the
policies? While Wong’s study provides strong evidence that local police
cooperation with ICE would likely erode trust with immigrant community members
and aggravate the chronic problem of crime under-reporting by the
undocumented,233 it leaves open the question of whether actual sanctuary
policies are working as intended. Are such policies fostering trust between
undocumented residents and local police, or are such policies insufficient to
overcome undocumented residents’ deep-seated fears and distrust of law
enforcement, especially during the presidency of Donald Trump and the
increased aggressiveness of ICE?234 As demonstrated by the graphic below,235
answering these questions via Philadelphia-based research is especially
illuminating, as the city has become a primary site of the increased
aggressiveness of ICE under President Trump.236

Machinery: Enforcement and Pushback under Trump,” The Migration Policy Institute. May 2018.
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/research/revving-deportation-machinery-under-trump-and-pushback. See also Kate
Morrissey, “San Diego Supervisors Vote 3-1 to Support the Trump Lawsuit against California Sanctuary Laws,” San
Diego Union Tribune. 17 April 2018. https://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/news/immigration/sd-me-sanctuaryvote20180417-story.html.
233
Kittrie, 1481. See more discussion of and sources on such underreporting in Section 3.
234
For a comprehensive discussion of ICE’s increased enforcement under President Trump, as well as the
heightened levels of fear among undocumented individuals that this dynamic has produced, see Capps, et al.
235
Taken from Deborah Sontag and Dale Russakoff, “No Sanctuary: In Pennsylvania, It’s Open Season on
Undocumented Immigrants,” ProPublica. 12 April 2018. https://www.propublica.org/article/pennsylvaniaiceundocumented-immigrants-immigration-enforcement.
236
Ibid. See also Jeff Gammage and Aubrey Whelan, “Philly Immigrants Hit Hard in Nationwide ICE Sweep,”
Philadelphia Inquirer. 29 September 2017. https://www.philly.com/philly/news/pennsylvania/philadelphia/innationwide-immigration-sweep-ice-arrests-107-in-philly-20170929.html.
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SECTION 3: Survey and Interview Results in the Sanctuary City of
Philadelphia—Evidence of the Effectiveness of Sanctuary Policies
Building on the above literature and filling in the gaps specifically left by
Wong, I use original survey research and interviews of undocumented
immigrants in Philadelphia to determine whether the city’s sanctuary policies are
in fact building trust between them and local law enforcement officials,237
resulting in higher crime reporting and less day-to-day fear.238 Although the lack
of a randomized sample, the unequal numbers of control group and treatment
group respondents (see below), and the survey’s rather small sample size bar
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The importance of building trust between undocumented immigrant communities and local law enforcement is a
widely-held priority among police forces. “In a national survey of police chiefs in large and medium-sized cities
administered in 2007-08, 52 percent of law enforcement officials reported that gaining the trust of undocumented
immigrants was a top priority in their departments.” Angela S. García, “The Sanctuary Cities Debate,” University of
Chicago School of Social Service Administration Magazine 23, no. 1 (Winter 2016).
https://www.ssa.uchicago.edu/ssa_magazine/sanctuary-cities-debate.
238
As mentioned in the Introduction, Mayor Kenney has defended the city’s policies in precisely these terms. For
example, Kenney rebuked a series of ICE raids in Philadelphia in September of 2017, saying, “It doesn’t make our
cities any safer…The more you drive people underground, the less likely they are going to want to call police to report
crime or to be witnesses.” See Tom MacDonald, “Kenney Slams Trump Administration over ICE Arrests of 100 in
Philly,” WHYY. https://whyy.org/articles/kenney-slams-trump-administration-ice-arrests-100-philly/.
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me from making definitive conclusions regarding the attitudes of undocumented
Philadelphians, my survey and interviews provide a strong first step towards
understanding how sanctuary policies are working on the ground in a specific
jurisdiction. My surveys and individual interviews indicate that undocumented
immigrants living in Philadelphia are quite aware of the city’s sanctuary policies.
Moreover, they indicate that Philadelphia’s sanctuary policies have been rather
effective in serving their stated purposes of building trust between the police and
undocumented residents. I close with a discussion of the ways in which the city
can build even greater trust between undocumented residents and city law
enforcement officials based off my survey and interview results.

Methodology
My survey was circulated to 68 undocumented Philadelphians during the
weeks of April 8th -12th , April 22nd -26th, and April 29th -May 3rd by members
of the New Sanctuary Movement of Philadelphia (NSM), an immigrant advocacy
and community organization located in the Kensington section of the city.74 NSM
staff members distributed the surveys at well-attended, broad-based community
events advertising the city’s new policy of issuing municipal ID cards,75 thereby
staving off the potential problem of only garnering responses from highly
politically engaged and aware undocumented residents. By dividing the 68
respondents into control (25) and treatment (43) groups,239 I embedded an
experiment within the survey. I provided treatment group respondents with a brief
blurb explicitly outlining the ways in which Philadelphia authorities do not

239

Unfortunately, the New Sanctuary Movement staffers mistakenly gave out more treatment group surveys than
control group surveys. Admittedly, this discrepancy bars precise comparisons between the two groups. However, it
does not nullify my survey results since my project is a “first step” to begin with.

118

cooperate with ICE. I did not provide control group respondents with this blurb.
This treatment sought to gauge whether respondents provided with the blurb
(and thus information on Philadelphia’s non-cooperation with ICE) exhibited more
awareness of Philadelphia’s sanctuary status and greater trust of Philadelphia
law enforcement. If so, this could indicate that insufficient messaging on the part
of the city is meaningfully hamstringing the on-the-ground effectiveness of the
city’s sanctuary policies.
After asking for respondents’ age group and gender, the survey consists
of six brief questions. The questions directly probe the mechanism through which
sanctuary policies supposedly foster trust between undocumented immigrants
and the police by gauging respondents’ awareness of Philadelphia’s sanctuary
status, whether the enhanced aggressiveness of ICE under the Trump
administration has impacted their trust levels of the Philadelphia Police in any
way, and their general comfort levels in reporting crimes to the Philadelphia
Police. The questions then seek to gauge how comfortable respondents are in
testifying at trials in the city. I ask this question in light of the common ICE
practice of targeting immigrants for deportation at courthouses.240 Moreover,
Philadelphia District Attorney Larry Krasner has made headlines by instituting an
Immigration Counsel, Caleb Arnold, within the District Attorney’s Office (DAO).241
In a conversation with me on January 25, 2019, Arnold noted that through the
Office of Immigration Counsel, the DAO has stepped up its community outreach
efforts to build relationships with the undocumented community in the hopes of
building greater trust going forward. Thus, this question tests whether such
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See Capps, et al., 40-41.
See Chris Palmer, “Krasner Will Seek to Prevent Deportation of Immigrants Accused of Nonviolent Crimes,”
Philadelphia Inquirer. 25 January 2018. https://www.philly.com/philly/news/crime/philly-da-larry-krasner-calebarnoldprevent-deportation-immigrants-nonviolent-crimes-20180125.html
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outreach efforts have been successful in overcoming undocumented residents’
fear of trial testimony.242 The survey closes by asking respondents how nervous
they are that minor infractions could result in deportation, as well as how nervous
they are of deportation in general. Responses were marked on a sliding scale of
1-10, with 1 being “very nervous” or “very comfortable” depending on the
question, and 10 being “not nervous at all” or “not comfortable at all” depending
on the question.

Results and Analysis: Survey and Individual Interviews Research
The following charts outline basic summary statistics for both the control
and treatment group responses, as well as data on the lack of statistical
significance of the differences between the control and treatment group mean
responses for Questions #2 -- #6. More detailed information can be found in the
Appendix.243
Control Group Summary Statistics

Question

Sliding Scale

Mean
Response

Standard
Deviation

What Does This
Mean?

Is Philadelphia a
sanctuary city?

Options: Yes, No,
or I Don’t Know

84% Yes,
16% Don’t
Know

N/A

Over 4/5 of
respondents were
aware of
Philadelphia’s
sanctuary status.

How has ICE’s

1-10 scale: 1

3.16

3.13

ICE’s increased

242

As Arnold noted in a March 2018 news interview: “Especially with the increase in ICE enforcement [in
Philadelphia and nation-wide], immigrant communities are pretty terrified to interface with any area of law
enforcement,” including local law enforcement agencies like the District Attorney’s Office. See “AL DIA Talks:
Protecting Philly’s Immigrant Communities,” YouTube video, posted by “AL DÍA News Media.” 29 March 2018.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aP4mxASVva8.
243
Demographic information (age and gender distributions of respondents) for both the treatment and control groups
can be found in the Appendix. Also, more detailed data for questions #2-6 can be found in the Appendix. Lastly,
replications of the treatment and control group surveys (in both English and Spanish) with the average response for
each question visually marked can be found in the Appendix.
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244

increased
aggressiveness
affected your
trust in the
Philadelphia
Police?

being “I have less
confidence in the
police,” 5 being
“no effect,” and 10
being “I have
more confidence
in the police.”

aggressiveness
under the Trump
administration
has moderately
lessened
respondents’ trust
in the
Philadelphia
Police.

How comfortable
would you be
reporting crimes
to the
Philadelphia
Police?

1-10 scale: 1
being “very
comfortable,” 5
being “somewhat
comfortable,” and
10 being “not
comfortable at all”

4.36

2.08

Respondents are
a bit more
comfortable than
“somewhat” in
reporting crimes
to the
Philadelphia
Police.

How comfortable
would you feel
testifying at trials
in Philadelphia
as a victim or a
witness?

1-10 scale: 1
being “very
comfortable,” 5
being “somewhat
comfortable,” and
10 being “not
comfortable at all”

4.72

1.81

Respondents are
a bit more
comfortable than
“somewhat” in
testifying at trials
in Philadelphia as
a victim or a
witness

How nervous
are you that
minor crimes
and traffic
violations could
result in
deportation?244

1-10 scale: 1
being “very
nervous,” 5 being
“somewhat
nervous,” and 10
being “not nervous
at all”

2.32

2.59

Respondents are
“very nervous”
that committing a
minor crime could
result in
deportation

How nervous
are you about
deportation?

1-10 scale: 1
being “very
nervous,” 5 being
“somewhat
nervous,” and 10
being “not nervous
at all”

1.4

1.41

Respondents are
“very nervous”
about being
deported.

The phrase “traffic violations” was mistakenly excluded from the Spanish language versions of the survey.
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Treatment Group Summary Statistics
Question

Sliding Scale

Mean
Response

Standard
Deviation

What Does This
Mean?

Is Philadelphia a
sanctuary city?

Options: Yes, No,
or I Don’t Know

79% Yes,
4.7% No,
14% Don’t
Know, 2.3%
blank

N/A

About 4/5 of
respondents were
aware of
Philadelphia’s
sanctuary status.

How has ICE’s
increased
aggressiveness
affected your
trust in the
Philadelphia
Police?

1-10 scale: 1
being “I have less
confidence in the
police,” 5 being
“no effect,” and 10
being “I have
more confidence
in the police.”

3.93

3.18

ICE’s increased
aggressiveness
under the Trump
administration
has moderately
lessened
respondents’ trust
in the
Philadelphia
Police.

How comfortable
would you be
reporting crimes
to the
Philadelphia
Police?

1-10 scale: 1
being “very
comfortable,” 5
being “somewhat
comfortable,” and
10 being “not
comfortable at all”

5.05

3.48

Respondents are
“somewhat
comfortable” in
reporting crimes
to the
Philadelphia
Police.

How comfortable
would you feel
testifying at trials
in Philadelphia
as a victim or a
witness?

1-10 scale: 1
being “very
comfortable,” 5
being “somewhat
comfortable,” and
10 being “not
comfortable at all”

5.08

3.11

Respondents are
“somewhat
comfortable” in
testifying at trials
in Philadelphia as
a victim or a
witness.

How nervous
are you that
minor crimes
and traffic
violations could
result in
deportation?

1-10 scale: 1
being “very
nervous,” 5 being
“somewhat
nervous,” and 10
being “not nervous
at all”

2.5

2.29

Respondents are
“very nervous”
that committing a
minor crime could
result in
deportation.

How nervous
are you about

1-10 scale: 1
being “very

1.98

1.88

Respondents are
“very nervous”
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deportation?

nervous,” 5 being
“somewhat
nervous,” and 10
being “not nervous
at all”

about being
deported.

Differences in Control and Treatment Group Means
Question #

Control
Group
Mean

Treatment
Group
Mean

Differences
in Mean

T-Statistic
(95%
Confidence
Interval)

Statistically
Significant?

2

3.16

3.93

.77

.69

No

3

4.36

5.05

.69

.72

No

4

4.72

5.08

.36

.42

No

5

2.32

2.5

.18

.2

No

6

1.4

1.98

.58

1

No

Prior to discussing the above results, I must first introduce my individual
interviews. Findings from the interviews provide much-needed context and depth
to the survey results. On March 21st and March 22nd, I interviewed two
undocumented women at the headquarters of NSM. The two women whom I
interviewed, Gabriella and Isabella,245 both came from difficult backgrounds and
braved significant adversity to reach the United States. Gabriella is in her late
40s. She crossed the Mexican desert to come to the U.S. fourteen years ago,
and she has resided in Philadelphia for all fourteen of those years. Her family’s
journey to America necessitated temporary separations. Her husband departed
for the U.S. a full year prior to the rest of the family, and Gabriella had to leave

245

These are aliases. I will refer to the woman whom I interviewed on March 21st as “Gabriella.” I will refer to the
woman whom I interviewed on March 22nd as “Isabella.” Also, it is worth noting here that the interviews were
conducted in Spanish; all direct quotes are my own Spanish-English translations.
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one of her children behind for seven months when she left to join her husband. In
explaining her rationale for coming to America, she stated that she and her
husband had made the decision in order to secure “a better future for our
children.” My second undocumented interviewee, Isabella, is a younger woman
in her 30s. She has lived in Philadelphia for nine years. She traveled to America
from her home country of Honduras after a failed pregnancy, noting that after
losing her baby she had been expecting, leaving Honduras for the U.S. “was like
leaving from a place where I didn’t want to be and going to another.” In addition
to my interviews with Gabriella and Isabella, on April 8, 2019, I interviewed Mr.
Brian Abernathy, Mayor Kenney’s Managing Director,246 regarding the city’s
implementation of its sanctuary policies and where city officials see room for
growth and improvement.
Survey responses to Question #1 indicates high levels of awareness of
Philadelphia’s sanctuary status among members of both the control and
treatment groups (84% and 79%, respectively). That is, whether they were given
additional information or not, respondents were on the whole quite
knowledgeable of Philadelphia’s status as a sanctuary city. Based off my
interviews with Gabriella and Isabella, the high rates of awareness among
undocumented respondents of the city’s sanctuary status is unsurprising; both
were very aware of Philadelphia’s sanctuary status and what it entails. Gabriella
recounted a story of celebrating with family and friends when then-Mayor Michael
Nutter declared Philadelphia a sanctuary city in 2014. Isabella noted that “the
one thing [a sanctuary policy] is, is that the police don’t work with Immigration

246

See “Managing Director’s Office,” City of Philadelphia. https://www.phila.gov/departments/managingdirectorsoffice/.
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[ICE]…What’s most important is that the police of the city are not with
Immigration. This is what a sanctuary city is, more or less.”
Responses to Question #2 also supported a takeaway from one of my
interviews; Mr. Abernathy noted that he and Police Commissioner Richard Ross
have perceived a partial “chilling effect” on crime reporting by undocumented
individuals in the city due to more aggressive federal immigration enforcement
under President Trump. This, of course, is very troubling for city officials as it
runs directly counter to the objectives being furthered by their sanctuary policies
(see discussion of Questions #3 and #4 below). Indeed, with average responses
of 3.16 and 3.93, respectively, control and treatment groups responses showed
no statistically significant differences247 as respondents from both groups
indicated that ICE’s increased aggressiveness under the Trump administration
has moderately reduced their trust in the Philadelphia Police. Thus, even as the
city has increased its number of bilingual officers and instituted an interagency
Immigration Policy Group to cope with more aggressive federal immigration
enforcement under the Trump administration,248 it is clear that city officials have
room for improvement as they work to differentiate local law enforcement and
ICE in the minds of undocumented residents.
Responses to Questions #3 and #4 point to the efficacy of sanctuary
policies while also indicating that there is room for improvement on the part of the
city. Average responses from control and treatment group respondents showed
no statistically significant difference as respondents from both groups noted that
they are “somewhat comfortable,” on average, reporting crimes to the police and
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See the table above outlining the data on statistical significance of the differences in control and treatment group
means for Questions #2-#6. The differences were not found to be statistically significant for any of the questions.
248
Phone Interview with Mr. Brian Abernathy on April 8, 2019
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testifying at trials in Philadelphia as victims or witnesses. This may at first seem
like a low level of comfort and trust. However, previous studies have found
undocumented residents to be extremely distrustful of law enforcement in
general249 in light of their unlawful resident status250 and past experiences with
corrupt law enforcement in their home countries.88 As a result, crime
underreporting is chronically high among undocumented immigrant
communities.251 Therefore, Philadelphia’s undocumented residents’ partial
comfort in reporting crimes and testifying at trials constitutes a noteworthy
achievement on the part of the city in its struggle to build trust between law
enforcement and an inherently distrusting immigrant community. Indeed, both
Gabriella and Isabella expressed great comfort with reporting crimes to the police
and testifying at trials. Both were adamant in their respective interviews that
Philadelphia’s sanctuary status makes them feel safer and more secure as
undocumented residents, and they both mentioned that the city’s sanctuary
status has led them to trust the Philadelphia Police on the whole and report crime
without hesitation. For example, Gabriella stated that under the city’s sanctuary
regime, she and her family, along with fellow undocumented Philadelphians, feel
“safer…safer with more freedom. We are no longer very afraid to tell the police
about a robbery—we feel more security and the police give us more protection in
that regard.”
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For survey results from a geographically diverse population of undocumented American residents (Chicago,
Houston, Los Angeles, Phoenix) indicating severe distrust of law enforcement in general, see pages 5-6 of Nik
Theodore, “Insecure Communities: Latino Perceptions of Police Involvement in Immigration Enforcement.”
250
See Cecilia Menjívar and Cynthia Bejarano, “Latino Immigrants’ Perceptions of Crime and Police Authorities in the
United States: A Case Study from the Phoenix Metropolitan Area,” Ethnic and Racial Studies 21 (2004). 88 Ibid. See
also pages 91-92 of Fagan, Kirk, Papachristos, and Tyler, “The Paradox of Law Enforcement in Immigrant
Communities: Does Tough Immigration Enforcement Undermine Public Safety?” The Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science 641 (2012).
251
See especially pages 934-947 of Carmen Gutierrez and David S. Kirk, “Silence speaks: The Relationship
Between Immigration and the Underreporting of Crime,” Crime & Delinquency 63 (2017.)
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Lastly, both control and treatment group respondents indicated that they
are “very nervous” of being deported (Question #6).252 Of greater concern for
Philadelphia officials, though, would be the high levels of nervousness, among
both groups of respondents, that minor infractions could result in deportation
(Question #5).253 It seems that the city’s efforts to wholly separate itself from ICE
have yet to manifest substantial trust-building results when undocumented
residents have committed some sort of infraction. My interviews with Gabriella
and Isabella provide partial explanations as to why this may be the case. Both
women noted that rogue police officers can cause immigration enforcementrelated issues for undocumented Philadelphians. For example, Gabriella shared
how undocumented Brazilian residents in particular have been targeted by
certain Philadelphia police officers. She said that she has “heard of cases where
the same police officer speaks to Immigration [ICE] and they take them to
Immigration.” Like Gabriella, Isabella noted the existence of “bad ones” within the
ranks of the Philadelphia Police Department. The women’s on the ground
experiences have been vindicated by investigative reporting on the city’s
implementation of its sanctuary policies. In October 2018, reporters from the
Philadelphia Inquirer and ProPublica found that “On two dozen occasions, police,
probation officers,” and even Abernathy himself254 “have quietly provided tips to
ICE about undocumented immigrants who were charged with crimes.”255 This is
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See responses to Question #6. Average responses to Question #6, like all the other questions, showed no
statistically significant differences between control group and treatment group respondents.
253
Differences between average levels of nervousness between control and treatment group respondents were not
statistically significant.
254
Abernathy noted in an interview for the joint Inquirer-ProPublica piece that he has “beaten [himself] up about” his
decision to do so.
255
David Gambacorta and Kavitha Surana, “Even in Philadelphia, One of the Most Determined Sanctuary Cities,
Refuge Is Elusive,” ProPublica. 18 October 2018. https://www.propublica.org/article/even-in-philadelphia-one-ofthemost-determined-sanctuary-cities-refuge-is-elusive
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one of the primary police practices, quite common in other parts of the state,256
which Philadelphia’s sanctuary policy regime aims to guard against. The
existence of such practices, even if very infrequent, should give the city a great
deal of pause since the possibility of policeICE cooperation can deplete trust
between undocumented residents and law enforcement.257

Closing Analysis: Deeds, Not Words
While city officials like Caleb Arnold258 and some undocumented residents
like Isabella259 argue that lack of awareness of the city’s sanctuary status on the
part of undocumented residents is a major impediment to the city fully realizing
the trust-building possibilities of its sanctuary policies, my survey results
tentatively point to an alternative takeaway: Deeds, not words, must be the city’s
primary focus in implementing its sanctuary policies going forward. That (1) both
treatment and control group respondents exhibited similarly high levels of
awareness of the city’s sanctuary status on average and that (2) the two groups’
average responses to the remaining questions did not differ in a statistically
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significant manner indicate that awareness among undocumented residents of
the city’s sanctuary status is not the city’s main challenge in building even greater
trust between such residents and local law enforcement. The rather high
standard deviations in treatment group responses for Questions #3 and #4 also
supports this conclusion. That respondents exhibited wide-ranging levels of
comfort in interacting with Philadelphia law enforcement while working from
similar levels of baseline knowledge implies that such knowledge, while
necessary, is not sufficient for creating uniformly high levels of trust of law
enforcement among undocumented residents. Even if all undocumented
residents are made aware that Philadelphia is a “sanctuary city” on paper, city
officials should not expect them to shift from being “somewhat comfortable” on
the whole (already a noteworthy achievement, as described above) to being
“very comfortable” as they interact and cooperate with local law enforcement.
To realize such a shift seems to instead require two things. First, the city
must wholly eradicate the sorts of rogue police practices described by Gabriella,
Isabella, and the above-cited investigative reporting. It is worth noting that city
officials already take such complaints “very seriously” and refer officers who do
not comply with the city’s sanctuary policies to the Philadelphia Police
Department’s disciplinary board.260 Meanwhile, it is an inescapable fact that “local
law enforcement is intensely individualistic work.”261 The actions of a few rogue
officers, though, can greatly weaken the efficacy of the city’s already fragile
efforts to build trust with its undocumented residents. While the solution to this
problem could take various forms—training officers regarding the implementation
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of the city’s sanctuary policies more effectively, taking even more severe and
more frequent disciplinary action against officers who do not abide by the Police
Department’s sanctuary policy implementation guidelines—it seems pivotal that it
be reached sooner rather than later, such that it does not continue to weaken the
fragile trust that has been built between undocumented residents and
Philadelphia law enforcement.
Second, while acknowledging that it has already made great strides in
building trust between law enforcement and undocumented residents, as well as
the possibility that there may simply be an upper limit on how trusting
undocumented residents can be of any form of law enforcement, the city can
begin to think more creatively about how to build deeper trust between
undocumented residents and law enforcement officials on the ground. Perhaps
the city could build on its frequent police-community meetings and community
outreach efforts from the Mayor’s Office of Immigrant Affairs by fostering closer,
public ties between police officers and immigrant community organizations in the
city like the New Sanctuary Movement and Juntos.262 Philadelphia Police officers
already engage in community trust-building programs and activities with innercity youths, for example, via the Police Athletic League.263 Just as they work to
proactively combat distrust of law enforcement among inner-city youths through
this visible, police-community program, it could be worthwhile for city officials and
immigrant community organizations alike to brainstorm similar police-community
programs within immigrant communities to build deeper trust between
Philadelphia Police and undocumented Philadelphians.

262

This is my own suggestion based off my research. I did not discuss it with representatives from the New Sanctuary
Movement or any of the city officials with whom I have spoken
263
“Police Athletic League,” Philadelphia Police Department. https://www.phillypolice.com/programsservices/policeathletic-league/.

130

SECTION 4: Threats to Sanctuary from the Federal and State Governments—An
Invitation to Rethink Federalism for the 21st Century
In Section 1, I contextualized sanctuary city policies as part of a broader
trend of increased state and local government involvement in immigration. Then,
in Sections 2 and 3, I supplemented existing empirical research with original
survey and interview research in Philadelphia to argue that rather than increasing
crime, the city’s sanctuary policies, although imperfect, seem to be fulfilling their
proposed functions and serving local interests in public safety. Now, to close the
paper, I once more look to the example of Philadelphia to underscore how
precarious the existence of local sanctuary policies can be. That is, despite
receiving federal court protection from the Trump administration’s attempts to
upend them, Philadelphia’s sanctuary policies could still be overruled by the
Pennsylvania state government. Indeed, state legislators in Harrisburg have tried
to do exactly that. I argue that the ability of and attempts by state legislators to do
so point toward large-scale, structural flaws in current American governance that
transcend immigration policy disputes and call for further research and redress.

Philadelphia’s Sanctuary Policies: Withstanding Threats from D.C. and
Harrisburg
As noted at the very start of this paper, on January 25, 2017, President
Trump issued Executive Order 13768, in which he directed the Attorney General
to withhold all federal funds from sanctuary jurisdictions.264 That April, federal
judge William Orrick issued an injunction blocking the Trump administration from
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doing so.265 Six months later, on July 25, 2017, then-Attorney General Jeff
Sessions aimed to narrow the range of grants being withheld in order to avert
such judicial blockage, announcing that sanctuary localities would be denied their
scheduled Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grants (JAG).266 This
decision would have withheld $1.6 million from the City of Philadelphia.267 The
city proceeded to file suit in federal court, arguing that it was within its rights to
control its own police force and not become an arm of federal immigration
enforcement without being stripped of federal funds, especially since this
exercise of executive power was lacking in statutory authority. Having won on the
district court level,268 the 3rd Circuit Court upheld the city’s victory on appeal.269
Thus, in the face of federal coercion, the judiciary protected the city’s autonomy
and control over its sanctuary strategy to foster public safety. The courts,
however, cannot protect the city from such coercion on the state level. The very
same day that President Trump issued E.O. 13768, Pennsylvania state senators
introduced Senate Bill 10 (S.B. 10) to the Senate floor in the state capital of
Harrisburg. The bill barred Pennsylvania localities, such as Philadelphia, from
adopting sanctuary policies. It stated, “The governing body of any municipality
may not adopt a rule, order, ordinance or policy which prohibits the enforcement
of a Federal law or the laws of this Commonwealth, pertaining to an immigrant or
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immigrations.”270 The bill proceeded to note that if a Pennsylvania municipality
maintained sanctuary policies, it would “not be eligible for any State grant.”271
Being stripped of all state grants, as opposed to a single federal grant like the
JAG or even all federal grants as threatened by E.O. 13768, is a far greater
threat to the autonomy of the City of Philadelphia. The stripping of state grants
from Philadelphia in FY 2019, for example, would have resulted in a loss of $231
million—5% of the city’s budget.272 Compared to the $1.6 million in federal
funding threatened by President Trump’s executive order, or even all $43 million
in federal aid,273 it is quite clear that S.B. 10 presented a much more severe
threat to the continuation of sanctuary policies in the already cash-strapped city.
S.B.10 overwhelmingly passed in the Pennsylvania Senate, 37-12.274
None of the senators representing Philadelphia voted in favor of its passage. The
bill never received a vote in the Pennsylvania House and thus did not become
law. Yet, the bill’s overwhelmingly successful passage in the Senate, and the fact
that, as a “creature of the state,” the city could not have sought effective judicial
protection from this coercive state threat if it had passed,275 perhaps ought to
give rise to a big-picture question: Have we, as a nation, outgrown our federalist
system?
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Conclusion: The Role of Localities in Today’s Politics—A Proposal
At the time of the American founding, it was assumed “that the first and
most natural attachment of the people will be to the governments of their
respective States.”276 This assumption, articulated by James Madison in
Federalist No. 46, was not only natural (since the new states had existed as
separate colonies prior to the Revolution), but also one grounded in recent, lived
experience. Madison observed that during the failed governance experiment
under the Articles of Confederation, “the attention and attachment of the people
were turned…to their own particular [state] government” at the expense of the
national government.277
The importance of Madison’s assumption that citizens’ attachments to
their respective state identities and governments could be counted upon to
outweigh their attachments to their national identities and government cannot be
understated. Indeed, this assumption provided the grounds upon which the
framers assured their fellow Americans that the increase in national government
power enshrined in the new Constitution need not be feared. As Jacob Levy
writes, “the core thought [of Madison and the framers] is that authority can be
safely vested in the central government in part because, and perhaps just to the
degree that, the people are inclined to be loyal and attached to their states rather
than to the center.”278 In other words, as Madison and Hamilton argued on behalf
of the new Constitution, their conviction that the new, more powerful central
government would not devolve into tyranny or faction “depend[ed] on the
citizenry’s natural loyalty and attachment to their states as against the federal
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center.”117 For the framers, state-based loyalty was not only a fact of life in 1789
and presumably for the indefinite future; it was also the key safeguard against the
possibility of federal government encroachment upon individual rights and local
autonomy.
Contrary to Madison’s assumptions and expectations, Americans seem to
have outgrown their attachments to their respective states.279 As Daniel J.
Hopkins recently concluded in The Increasingly United States, compared to their
national identities and attachments to the nation, Americans’ “place based
attachments,” including their attachments to their respective states, “are
markedly weaker.”280 State political parties, in turn, “have been polarizing and
homogenizing—the Republicans and Democrats take increasingly divergent
positions within states and talk about similar issues across states.”281 As states
increasingly become appendages of federal power and reflections of national
politics, as opposed to roadblocks to the expansion of federal power and
reflections of intra-state local politics, they grow more apt to preempt local
policies that are inconsistent with the state’s ruling party’s ideological priorities.
Local autonomy, the very thing that the state governments were presumed to
protect, suffers as a result.
Even though Hopkins’ survey research indicates that Americans’
attachments to their localities is similarly weak,282 the inescapable fact is that
“people don’t live in states. They live in communities.”283 While they may not
necessarily express it in a survey by stating that their attachment to “Springfield,”
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“Upper Dublin,” or “Montgomery County” rivals their attachment to America or
outweighs their attachment to Pennsylvania, it very well may. Why? Because
rather than states like Pennsylvania, townships like Springfield and Upper Dublin
and counties like Montgomery County are increasingly becoming the arenas in
which Americans with the same values, beliefs, and political views are
congregating.284 21st -century Americans, despite living in the supposedly
placeless, technologized, globalized, “flat” society consisting of the same
consumer choices, entertainment, etc., are increasingly living in separate societal
pockets of homogenous belief, values, and politics. Thus, while Hopkins’ survey
research may indicate that Americans’ geographic attachments to their specific,
physical localities are not so deep, it may fail to consider that, for many
Americans, the locality has come to unconsciously embody the very deepest of
personal attachments—attachments to values, beliefs, etc. As such, it seems
quite plausible that the 2019 locality has replaced the role of the 1789 state as
the primary subnational unit of government in our system of federalism. Rather
than the state, the locality (and the values it embodies) has become “the first and
most natural attachment of the people.”285
Perhaps, then, it is time to radically re-think American federalism such
that it can once more serve the purposes envisioned by the founders as well as
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the needs of our polarized,286 contempt-filled,287 nation—local autonomy and
control, localized policy innovation, electoral accountability, the peaceful
accommodation of “fundamentally differing views,”288 and the like. In this rethinking, local governments would formally become the primary subnational units
of government, as opposed to states. The enhanced sovereignty of local
governments would further the cause of participatory democracy, inducing
citizens to become empowered, active participants rather than embittered,
“passive observers.”289 Under such a scheme, state preemption would be off the
table. Local governments would assume unitary responsibility for legislating “with
a view of upholding and enforcing substantive conceptions of the good,” a
responsibility traditionally held by the states.290 Areas like criminal law and public
morals, traditionally domains of states, would become the sole domains of local
jurisdictions. Meanwhile, the federal government’s involvement in divisive social
issues like public morals would largely cease. Citizens would grow far less apt to
look to the federal government, the courts especially, for the redress of rights
infringing subnational policies. Instead, they would “vote with their feet'' in a more
realistic way than moving to an entirely new state—moving perhaps to the next
county over as opposed to a whole new state. If Montgomery County prohibits
abortion or gay marriage, neighboring Philadelphia County very well may assent
to both.
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As the Anti-Federalist writer “Agrippa”291 wrote at the time of the Constitution’s
framing:
I[t] is impossible for one code of laws to suit Georgia and Massachusetts. They
must therefore legislate for themselves...The idea of an uncompounded
republic…containing six millions of…inhabitants all reduced to the same standard
of morals, or habits, and of laws, is in itself an absurdity. 292

He was right, but states like Pennsylvania (containing an estimated 12.8 million
residents today) are no longer the appropriate governmental authorities for
promulgating such uniform standards of morals, habits, or laws; localities are. As
demonstrated by the national and state-level debates over sanctuary city
policies, it may be time that we start thinking more seriously about how localities
can govern themselves without their agendas being threatened by political actors
facing entirely different concerns, pressures, and priorities in the state capitol
building or the White House. Of course, structures would have to be devised in
order that this sort of radical local control does not further exacerbate economic
inequalities or trample upon the rights of minorities. The fact that this would be an
immense challenge does not mean it is not worth pursuing; ensuring that the
basic principles of American federalism do not fade further into the abyss in the
years to come may very well depend on it.
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APPENDIX
Tables and Figures
Table 1: A Few Examples of Candidate Trump’s Linking of Sanctuary Cities
and Illegal Immigrant Crime during the 2016 Campaign293
August 31, 2016

“I have met with many of the great
parents who lost their children to
sanctuary cities and open borders. So
many people, so many, many people. So
sad.”
“We will end the sanctuary cities that have
resulted in so many needless deaths.”

September 17, 2016

“What do you tell the wife, who has lost
her husband, because a Sanctuary City
released an illegal immigrant from behind
bars? This must end. And it must end
right now. Not one more American life
should be given up in the name of open
borders.”

October 3, 2016

“Illegal immigration also brings with it
massive crime, and massive drugs –
including a terrible heroin problem right
here in Colorado. We are going to build a
border wall, and we are going to stop the
drugs, gangs and the violence from
pouring into Colorado. We are going to
shut down the Sanctuary Cities that have
led to the preventable deaths of so many.
Cases like Kate Steinle, murdered in San
Francisco by a 5-time deported illegal
immigrant. Or cases like Sarah Root,
killed by an illegal immigrant released at
the border by President Obama – and
then released again after the killing. There
are over 2 million criminal aliens in this
county, and we are going to get them out
– and we are going to get them out
quickly.”

November 7, 2016

“Hillary supports totally open borders.
There goes your country. And strongly
supports sanctuary cities like San
Francisco where Kate Steinle was
murdered violently by an illegal immigrant
deported at least five times. We will

293

Note: All of these speeches were accessed via UC Santa Barbara’s American Presidency Project. Also, this is by
no means a fully comprehensive list
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cancel all federal funding to sanctuary
cities. We will stop illegal immigration,
deport all criminal aliens and dismantle
every last criminal gang and cartel
threatening our citizens.”
Table 2: Increases in Immigration-Related Laws and Resolutions in the
States294
Year

Total Number of Immigration-Related
Laws and Resolutions Enacted by
State Legislatures

2005

39

2006

96

2007

290

2008

270

2009

353

2010

317

2011

269

2012

206

2013

377

2014

216

2015

392

2016

229

2017

328

2018

297

294

For this data, I amassed tallies of state government legislation regarding immigration from 2005 to 2018 using
various NCSL reports, as each report contains information stretching back a limited number of years. For these
reports, see “Immigration Policy Report,” National Conference of State Legislatures.
http://www.ncsl.org/research/immigration/state-immigration-legislation-report-dec-2011.aspx. See also “Immigrant
Policy Project: Report on State Immigration Laws, 2018,” National Conference of State Legislatures. January 2019.
http://www.ncsl.org/Portals/1/Documents/immig/ImmigPolicy_2018_v04.pdf.
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Figure 1: Increases in Immigration-Related Laws and Resolutions in the
States295

295

For this data, I amassed tallies of state government legislation regarding immigration from 2005 to 2018 using
various NCSL reports, as each report contains information stretching back a limited number of years. For these
reports, see “Immigration Policy Report,” National Conference of State Legislatures.
http://www.ncsl.org/research/immigration/state-immigration-legislation-report-dec-2011.aspx. See also “Immigrant
Policy Project: Report on State Immigration Laws, 2018,” National Conference of State Legislatures. January 2019.
http://www.ncsl.org/Portals/1/Documents/immig/ImmigPolicy_2018_v04.pdf.
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Figure 2: Increased Aggressiveness of the Philadelphia ICE Office under
President Trump296

Demographic Make-Up, Control and Treatment Groups
Control Group Demographics (n = 25)
Age Group

Male

Female

18-30

5

6

31-50

4

7

50+

2

1

Treatment Group Demographics (n = 43)
Age Group

Male

Female

18-30

1

3

31-50

16

13

50+

5

1

Unmarked

Unmarked

4

296

Deborah Sontag and Dale Russakoff, “No Sanctuary: In Pennsylvania, It’s Open Season on Undocumented
Immigrants,” ProPublica. 12 April 2018. https://www.propublica.org/article/pennsylvania-iceundocumentedimmigrants-immigration-enforcement.
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Questions #2 -- #6 Responses in Detail
Control Group Question #2 Responses in Detail
Mean

3.16

Standard Deviation

3.13

Median

1

Mode

1

Minimum

1

Maximum

10

Treatment Group Question #2 Responses in Detail
Mean

3.93

Standard Deviation

3.18

Median

3

Mode

1

Minimum

1

Maximum

10

Control Group Question #3 Responses in Detail
Mean

4.36

Standard Deviation

2.08

Median

4

Mode

4

Minimum

1

Maximum

10

Treatment Group Question #3 Responses in Detail
Mean

5.05

Standard Deviation

3.48
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Median

5

Mode

1

Minimum

1

Maximum

10

Control Group Question #4 Responses in Detail
Mean

4.72

Standard Deviation

1.81

Median

4

Mode

4

Minimum

1

Maximum

10

Treatment Group Question #4 Responses in Detail
Mean

5.08

Standard Deviation

3.11

Median

5

Mode

1

Minimum

1

Maximum

10

Control Group Question #5 Responses in Detail
Mean

2.32

Standard Deviation

2.59

Median

1

Mode

1

Minimum

1

Maximum

9
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Treatment Group Question #5 Responses in Detail
Mean

2.5

Standard Deviation

2.29

Median

1

Mode

1

Minimum

1

Maximum

10

Control Group Question #6 Responses in Detail
Mean

4.36

Standard Deviation

2.08

Median

4

Mode

4

Minimum

1

Maximum

8

Treatment Group Question #6 Responses in Detail Mean 1.98 Standard
Deviation 1.88 Median 1 Mode 1 Minimum 1 Maximum 7
Mean

1.98

Standard Deviation

1.88

Median

1

Mode

1

Minimum

1

Maximum

7
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Control Group Survey (English)
QUESTIONS:
1. In sanctuary cities, local law enforcement officials like police officers and
prosecutors do not share information with ICE regarding arrests and jail release
times and dates of undocumented immigrants. They also are instructed to not
ask people about their immigration status. Is Philadelphia a sanctuary city?
A. Yes.
B. No.
C. I don’t know.
2. Under President Trump, ICE has been more aggressively targeting and
deporting undocumented immigrants in the Philadelphia area. How does this
affect your trust of the Philadelphia Police? Please circle a number.
I trust them less
No effect
I trust them more
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

3. How comfortable would you feel reporting crimes to the Philadelphia Police?
Please circle a number.
Very Comfortable
Somewhat Comfortable
Not Comfortable at all
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

4. How comfortable would you feel testifying at trials in Philadelphia as a victim or
a witness? Please circle a number.
Very Comfortable
Somewhat Comfortable
Not Comfortable at all
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

5. How nervous are you that minor crimes and traffic violations could result in
deportation? Please circle a number.
Very Nervous
Somewhat Nervous
Not Nervous at all
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

6. How nervous are you about deportation? Please circle a number.
Very Nervous
Somewhat Nervous
Not Nervous at all
1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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8

9

10

10

Control Group Survey (Spanish)
PREGUNTAS:
1. En las ciudades santuarios, las autoridades locales como la policía y los
fiscales no comparten información con ICE sobre las detenciones y las fechas y
las horas de las liberaciones de la cárcel de los inmigrantes indocumentados.
También, las autoridades locales tienen instrucciones de no preguntarles a las
personas sobre su situación migratoria. ¿Es Filadelfia una ciudad santuario?
A. Sí.
B. No.
C. No sé.
2. Bajo la dirección del Presidente Trump, ICE ha estado agresivamente
abordando y deportando a los inmigrantes indocumentados en Filadelfia. ¿Cómo
afecta esto a su confianza en la Policía de Filadelfia? Por favor elija un número.
Tengo menos confianza en la policía

1

policía

2

No efecto

3

4

Tengo más confianza en la

5

6

7

8

9

10
3. ¿Cuánto se sentiría cómodo al reportar los crímenes a la Policía de Filadelfia?
Por favor elija un número.
Muy cómodo
En cierto modo cómodo
No cómodo para nada
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

4. ¿Cuánto se sentiría cómodo al declarar en juicios penales en Filadelfia como
una víctima o un testigo? Por favor elija un número.
Muy cómodo
En cierto modo cómodo
No cómodo para nada
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

5. ¿Cuánto se pone nervioso que los delitos menores puedan resultar en la
deportación? Por favor elija un número.
Muy nervioso
En cierto modo nervioso
No nervioso para nada
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

6. ¿Cuánto se pone nervioso sobre la deportación? Por favor elija un número.
Muy nervioso
En cierto modo nervioso
No nervioso para nada
1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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8

9

10

Treatment Group Survey (English)
QUESTIONS:
1. In sanctuary cities, local law enforcement officials like police officers and
prosecutors do not share information with ICE regarding arrests and jail release
times and dates of undocumented immigrants. They also are instructed to not
ask people about their immigration status. Is Philadelphia a sanctuary city?
A. Yes.
B. No.
C. I don’t know.
2. Under President Trump, ICE has been more aggressively targeting and
deporting undocumented immigrants in the Philadelphia area. How does this
affect your trust of the Philadelphia Police? Please circle a number.
I trust them less
No effect
I trust them more
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
3. How comfortable would you feel reporting crimes to the Philadelphia Police?
Please circle a number.
Very Comfortable
Somewhat Comfortable
Not Comfortable at all
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
4. How comfortable would you feel testifying at trials in Philadelphia as a victim or
a witness? Please circle a number.
Very Comfortable
Somewhat Comfortable
Not Comfortable at all
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
5. How nervous are you that minor crimes and traffic violations could result in
deportation? Please circle a number.
Very Nervous
Somewhat Nervous
Not Nervous at all
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

6. How nervous are you about deportation? Please circle a number.
Very Nervous
Somewhat Nervous
Not Nervous at all
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
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10

Treatment Group Survey (Spanish)
PREGUNTAS:
1. En las ciudades santuarios, las autoridades locales como la policía y los
fiscales no comparten información con ICE sobre las detenciones y las fechas y
las horas de las liberaciones de la cárcel de los inmigrantes indocumentados.
También, las autoridades locales tienen instrucciones de no preguntarles a las
personas sobre su situación migratoria. ¿Es Filadelfia una ciudad santuario?
A. Sí.
B. No.
C. No sé.
2. Bajo la dirección del Presidente Trump, ICE ha estado agresivamente
abordando y deportando a los inmigrantes indocumentados en Filadelfia. ¿Cómo
afecta esto a su confianza en la Policía de Filadelfia? Por favor elija un número.
Tengo menos confianza en la policía
policía
1
2
3

No efecto

4

Tengo más confianza en la

5

6

7

8

9

10
3. ¿Cuánto se sentiría cómodo al reportar los crímenes a la Policía de Filadelfia?
Por favor elija un número.
Muy cómodo
En cierto modo cómodo
No cómodo para nada
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
4. ¿Cuánto se sentiría cómodo al declarar en juicios penales en Filadelfia como
una víctima o un testigo? Por favor elija un número.
Muy cómodo
En cierto modo cómodo
No cómodo para nada
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
5. ¿Cuánto se pone nervioso que los delitos menores puedan resultar en la
deportación? Por favor elija un número.
Muy nervioso
En cierto modo nervioso
No nervioso para nada
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

6. ¿Cuánto se pone nervioso sobre la deportación? Por favor elija un número.
Muy nervioso
En cierto modo nervioso
No nervioso para nada
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
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